Mill sought to reach, the tactics he adopted, and the way these affected the final work have been left quite unexplored. In relation to such an influential book, clearly these are important questions.
Sales
The first edition of Mill's Principles, 1,000 copies, sold within a year. A total sale of 2,000 (reached by the Principles in four years) for "popular" types of work-novels , history, travel, biography-appears to have been But the Principles was not a best seller. Contrast its sale with sales enjoyed by the first two volumes of T. B. Macaulay's History of England from the Accession of James II. These were published towards the end of 1848, at 32/-, and sold 18,000 copies within six months.6 There is no comparable work in the period on political economy against which to measure Mill's sales success. However, it is possible to make some general comparisons with Ricardo's and Marshall's Principles (see Table I ) . 6 These figures are tantalizing, but tell us little. For one thing, Ricardo's "product," severe and abstract, is not comparable with that of Mill or Marshall, both of whom set out to create something more attractive to the general reader. Again, Marshall's work was deliberately priced to sell widely, whereas the price of Mill's work (30/-) put it beyond the means of all but the rich.? Moreover, there is some evidence that books in Mill's price range sold for reasons unrelated to price.s One assumption underlying these comparisons-that an equal number sold at twice the price is a performance twice as meritorious-is therefore not necessarily correct.
For what they are worth, however, these sales data confirm the more qualitative judgments one can make. There is no doubt that Mill's Principles made an immediate and striking impression on contemporaries : "great" is an epithet frequently applied to the work by reviewers and others writing within a year or two of its publication.
But who bought and read it? And what specific opinions did they express? Here there exists only fragmentary evidence. We do know, however, that Mill planned its impact, and it is possible to identify the kinds of persons he hoped to influence, and the sorts of responses he anticipated.
Mill's aims
Three specific aims can be culled from references in Mill's letters, his Autobiography, and the Preface to the Principles itself. The Principles was, firstly, to supply a need for an up-to-date statement of the science of political e c~n o m y .~ Secondly, it was to give a "right" direction to the widespread discusion in the 1840's of applied economic and social issues, in part by adopting the "positive" method of investigating such issues.1° 9. Earlier Letters, Collected Works, 13 : 642, 73 1. 10. Ibid., pp. 640-42. Mill's "positivism" involved two things: (1) the relegation of notions like the "invisible hand'' to the limbo of metaphysics (here the influence of Comte is apparent: see, for example, ibid., pp. 626, 631), and (2) the separation of ends from a discussion of the effects of alternative means. In this latter respect Mill's political economy was to be "positive" as distinct from "normative." (Mill was mostly careful to separate his personal views on topical questions from the scientific analysis of the problems, though exceptions can be And lastly, it was to serve Mill as a vehicle for expressing his personal views on these same economic, moral, and social questions of the day.ll It was in respect of his first two aims that Mill stood to gain most. By about 1830 Ricardo's economics, which Mill intended to adopt as the theoretical core of his own treatise, was in disrepute among economists, and popular opinion from about 1830 ,was largely antagonistic to the pretensions of economists of every shade. Mill believed that much of this latter opposition was without foundation, and that in the mid-1840's the purest source of the science was still Ricardo's doctrines. We may infer, however, that he intended not merely to argue the case on his own side, but to win over some of his opponents. For from the time of his recovery from his mental crisis of 1826 Mill had adhered to the conviction that the mere fact of their having been taught opinions-even true ones-does not suffice to move men to accept and act upon correct views. From 1829 he adopted a method which he dubbed "practical eclecticism": the seeking himself, and the seeking to show others, the fragments of truth in the midst of error, and the uniting of these with established truth. By adopting this approach to discussion he hoped to separate the recognition of error from the stigma of defeat, and to make the adoption of truth a "natural and almost spontaneous growth."12 It is worth stressing that "practical eclecticism" was a strategy for getting a hearing for his views; it does not imply that Mill arrived at the framework and direction of his thought eclectically. With this qualification, it seems fair to see in each of Mill's first two aims in the writing of the Principles a significant element of conciliatory intent, and it is with this aspect that we shall be chiefly concerned. To understand just what was involved in these tasks of conciliation we must first survey the views of the opponents of political economy in general, and of Ricardo's economics in particular. 
Attitudes hostile to political economy c.1830 to c.1848
Four main views may be distinguished: those of "practical men," humanitarians, cooperators and Chartists, and economists of a different persuasion from Ricardo.
The economists apart, the three other. groups with whom Mill had to deal did not set themselves exclusively against a "school" of economic science headed by Ricardo. Some writers did identify a Ricardian "sect"; generally, however, doctrinal distinctions escaped them9 Looking only at the three main periodicals opposed to political economy (the Qua+ terly Review, Fraser's Magazine and Blackwood's Magazine), we find writers opposed to the Malthusian principle, for example, using the title "political economist" to embrace such a diverse group as James Mill, Thomas Chalmers, Harriet Martineau, Charles Knight, and Nassau Senior.14 Many identified political economy with philosophic radicalism;16 or, more broadly, with an unspecified group of impractical, hardhearted theorists who arrogated to themselves the right to advise the nation? It is important to emphasize, therefore, that John Mill's task extended beyond defending Ricardo's economics: he had also to establish the legitimacy and good intentions of the subject as a whole. 
Practical men
Two variants of the attitude of the "practical men" are discernible. On the one hand, they accused the economists of habitually "setting off from some imaginary a priori assumptions, without troubling themselves with observation or history."17 On the other hand, they argued that the abstract doctrines of political economy, while true in themselves, could not be applied without many allowances for particular circumstances. The former view was frequently expressed in the pages of the three Tory periodicals. Many M.P.'s adopted the latter view.
George Poulett Scrope was a vehement critic of the Ricardians' method. In 183 1 he contrasted unfavorably their "imaginary abstractions'' with the "plain and obvious facts" concerning the effect of improvements in agriculture upon rent. Whereas they held that improvements must necessarily lower rents, he said, landlords know well that recent improvements have produced the opposite result.l* Also in 183 1, William Maginn complained in Fraser's that, on the subject of population, "twenty theorists have written within the last ten years . . . and all the facts collected by the whole of them, would scarcely fill four of these pages."l9 Somewhat later, speaking of Perronet Thompson's advocacy of free trade, Maginn wrote: "The strength of the economists lies in keeping at a distance from facts."20 The particular facts ignored, in this instance, were the pockets of unemployment which might be or had been created in industries which lost their protection. A typical aflirmation was that "common experience proves . . . false" the assumption of the economists "that all the labour which we save by getting from another country a commodity cheaper than we can ourselves produce it, is immediately turned to some other profitable account."21 "Practical men" actively engaged in making law objected not to the immediate and long-term effects.
economists' speculations as such, but to the readiness with which they handed down their dogmas, "literally ex cathedra, and, in the tone of oracular authority . . . for the guidance of legislators."22 M.P.'s of many shades agreed with one who claimed that he was "not inimical to free trade and political economy,'' but "unfortunately general principles were indiscriminately applied without any reference to the circumstances of each particular ~ase.''~3 The same position was adopted by some writers in the Tory periodicals, two of whom are worth quoting. One of the more moderate contributions to Fraser's Magazine ran thus, on the doctrine of free trade: "We do not at all say that your theory is wrong: we even go so far as to allow that it may be scientifically right; but we say that it is not adapted to the existing system of the Again, W. Collis, in Blackwood's, wrote:
The political economist may be right when he announces, that the introduction of machinery has, on the whole, been beneficial; and that the change of employment from one location to another, depends upon the action of natural laws, of which he is merely the expositor. It may be the case, too, that he is attending carefully to the particular limits of his favourite science, when he occupies his mind with the laws themselves, rather than with their aberrations. But those who treat upon pauperism as an existing evil, to be dealt with now, should remember that they have to do not with natural laws, as they are separated and classified in the works of scientific men, but with the laws in all their complexity of operation, and with the incidents which arise from that c~mplexity.~~
Humanitarians
In addition to being labeled "impractical theorists," the political economists were accused of having fostered doctrines implying an inevitable enmity between the classes in society. Further, they had allegedly identified themselves with the capitalist interest, and had taken a stand against the legitimate claims of the workers. Again, they idolized production (wealth) to the neglect of distribution (welfare). Finally, it was held that they spoke as if moral considerations were of no account alongside the purely economic.
Scrope, impassioned, wrote the Ricardian economists down as criminals for, inter alia, their doctrine of rent, which implied that landlords could gain only at the expense of others; and for their doctrine of profits, which to him seemed to imply that capitalists can gain only by depressing laborers. These doctrines, he said, "if credited by the public, would place all its classes in perpetual and deadly hostility." 26 To the humanitarians, more serious than the economists' opposition to the landlords was their alleged attack on the aspirations of the defenseless poor. Ricardo's inverse relation between wages and profits became, in the view of these critics, a flagrant denial of social justice. Thus David Robinson, of Blackwood's Magazine, wrote: "By making high profits the sine qua non of national wealth, and low wages that of high profits, it in reality makes it the grand principle of civil government, to keep the mass of the human race in the lowest stages of indigence and ~uffering."~~ Given the fact that such writers were mindful of the (temporary) unemployment likely to be created by a liberalizing of trade, it was to be expected that they would also accuse the economists of wanting to see wages reduced.28 A similar charge was made in connection with Sadler's Ten Hours Bill (1 833). It had been argued earlier that if free trade depressed either the workers or the agricultural interest, then purchasing power would be reduced and "over-production" would result.2B Now it was said that if the economists were not so obsessed with profits and with the accumulation of capital-their "god, or rather presiding demon"-they would see that shorter hours would not 'only benefit the workers but would overcome the excess production which, in the view of these critics, competition had produced. But "voluntary blindness" to the real cause of gluts and to the suffering caused by the factory system, so it was alleged, drove the economists back onto the doctrine they used to explain all ills, namely, overpop~lation.~~ By SUCcessive imputations of this kind the economists finally came to be regarded as the philosophers of the manufacturing interest, hoodwinking the truly industrious to provide greater profits and enjoyments for the Thirdly, it was said by the humanitarians that the economists, in offering advice to the legislator, did so on the assumption that "whatever increases the wealth of a nation must be for its benefit." Scrope, for example, argued that, on the contrary, "the theory of wealth is not the theory of government"; and "it is of infinitely greater importance how the wealth of the community is distributed, than what is its absolute amount."32 A government which took political economy as its guide, he said, "must often sacrifice the real interests of the people it presides over for a glittering fiction."33 From this view it was but a short step to argue that moral and humane considerations must take precedence over the merely economic. Charles Dickens was an effective spokesman for this position. "My satire," he explained in the 185O's, is against those who see figures and averages, and nothing else-the representatives of the wickedest and most enormous vice of this time . . . the addled heads who take the average of cold in the Crimea during twelve months, as a reason for clothing a soldier in nankeen on a night when he would be frozen to death in a fur-and who would comfort the labourer in travelling twelve miles a-day to and from his work, by telling him that the average distance of one inhabited place from another on the whole area of England, is not more than four miles.34
This attitude is apparent also in Dickens's novels prior to the publication of Mill's principle^.^^ Criticism of the 1834 Poor Law followed similar lines. The principles of that legislation, it was said, were heartless and inhumane.36 The poor were taught that the legitimate indulgence of their natural affections was a crime, and the rich, that to abandon the poor to their destitution was a sacred Very often, especially among the writers for Blackwood's Magazine and the Quarterly Review, the moral repugnance excited by the doctrines of the economists was linked with a kind of "speculative Toryism," mindful of the responsibilities of the rich towards the suffering poor, but jealous also of the privileged position of church and aristocracy and concerned to preserve a stable political and social order in the face of industrial change.38 W. Johnstone, writing in Blackwood's, summarized "true Tory principles" as "principles which, while they maintain the due order and proportions of each separate rank in the state, maintain also that protection and support are the right of all, so long as there 44 . Insofar as it was espoused by Benthamites, it was, of course, radical; but also by its encouragement of capital, it promised to supersede the landed aristocracy by another founded upon manufactures and commerce.
429-3 3.
opposition had a religious basis only in the sense that the church was part of the established order. There were, however, some thinkers whose attitude to political economy was determined wholly by a Christian or at least a metaphysical world view. These men were not humanitarians in a practical, philanthropic sense, but they were deeply concerned about the destiny of men, and they had certain affinities with backward-looking Tory romanticism. Newman and the Oxford Tractarians opposed the pretensions of political economy to be an independent enquiry. Newman later said that it was "a science at the same time dangerous and leading to occasions of sin . . . if studied by itself, and apart from the control of Revealed Truth." Pusey asserted: "All things must speak of God, refer to God, or they are atheistic. . . . Political Economy without God would be a selfish teaching about the acquisition of wealth."45 From his own peculiar metaphysics, Thomas Carlyle drew comparable conclusions. Bible, covenants, and worship of one sort or another, he said, men will have. Was it then, he asked rhetorically, to be "pig philosophy"? "Did the Maker of this Universe reveal himself . . . in scrip mainly, in Cotton Trades, and profitable industries and gambling?" Political economy for a Bible, "M'Croudy" for a psalmist and evangelist, and for worship, "the insatiable desire, and continual sacred effort, to make money": these, he said, are "Devil-worships, fruitful in temporary bullion, in upholstery, gluttony and universal varnish and gold-leaf; and issuing, alas, at length in street barricades, and a confused return of them to the Devil whose they are!"46
Chartists and cooperators
Owenites and Chartists, however different their methods, can be jointly distinguished from the humanitarians. Their common purpose lay in opposing competition and in seeking basic changes in the ownership and distribution of property. The treatment which follows is only a sketch, and is deliberately limited to the Chartists and cooperators as critics of political economy.
According to the Owenites, the operation of competition was neither as rational as a planned division of labor nor as just as a communal control of property, with all sharing equally in the fruits of labor. The system of individual competition, Owen complained, could not guarantee that production would match-in size or composition-the wants of consumers. It therefore could not guarantee a full employment of labor or capital. Moreover, it was a system of "universal repulsion." The profit motive led capitalists to value men less highly than machines, while the factory system separated the workman from his food, creating uncertainty, on the one hand, and depriving him of the healthy life of a cultivator, on the other. There was land enough, Owen maintained, to support self-contained communities engaged in agriculture, with manufactures as an appendage. These would be well-educated, well-supervised cooperative societies, enjoying a higher standard of health and comfort than the system of individual competition, favored by the "closet theorists" (political economists), could provide.47
Owen's ideas were espoused by the so-called Owen's model cooperatives held little appeal for the Chartists. At least the more radical among them felt that politics were controlled by property, and they chose political change-violent if necessary-as the immediate means of breaking the monopoly of land and capital which made of their fellows just so many wage slaves. To men like Feargus ~'~o n n o r , 6 2 Thomas George Julian lHarneyys4 and Ernest political economists appeared as "a school who settle alI human affairs by a comparison of averages, and a table of profit and loss; who have no other motto for the door of their temple than 'buy in the cheapest market and sell in the dearest'; who point to Manchester as the model city of their choice; who make the great object of life the accumulation of riches."66 These words, superficially so close to those used by the humanitarians, in fact carried a very different meaning. The Chartists did not fear free trade because it might harm the landlords, but because the middle-class manufacturers might find in cheap bread an excuse to reduce money wages. And of what ultimate use was it, they asked, to reform the conditions of factory labor, as urged by the humanitarians, if those who controlled capital could always keep the amount of employment relative to the supply of labor balanced in their own favor?57 The "mystery of oppression" should be made known, Harney cried: "and therefore, just as before the false friend we prefer the open foe, so to the canting philanthropic aristocrat we prefer the brazen faced freetrader, before Lord Ashley we prefer Quaker Bright." The political economist, he alleged, was "the paid servant" of the factory owner. Mere humanitarian sentiment, however, would do nothing to break the latter's monopoly of capital.68
Basic social and political change was not a distinguishing doctrine of the Christian Socialists, though the pioneer, J. M. Ludlow, was a genuine socialist; and the movement as a whole gave impetus to the notion that capital and labor must be reconciled through association in the production and distribution of wealth.69 The Christian Socialists' overriding objection to political economy was that it made self-interest, undeniably a law of human nature, into the basic law of human society. "Now what I complain of in political economy," Charles Kingsley wrote in the 1 8 5 0 '~~ ". . . is that it says, There are laws of nature concerning economy, therefore you must leave them alone to do what they like with you and society!" Kingsley continued: "Indeed, I am inclined to deny to political economy, as yet, the name of a science. It is as yet merely in its analytic stage; explaining the causes of phenomena which already exist. To be a true science, it must . . . learn how, by using the laws which it has discovered, and counteracting them by others when necessary, to produce new forms of society. As yet political economy has produced nothing. It has merely said 'Laissez-faire!' ''80 By saying no more, political economy had inevitably come to be regarded by working men as a rationalization of the existing distribution of wealth and income, when what was needed, in the view of the Christian Socialists, was a positive affirmation that there were duties of property (as well as rights) and rights of labor (not merely duties) ; and that there is a "higher spirit of fellowship and community purpose" than the spirit of material self-interest.61
Political economists "Practical men," humanitarians, and Owenites and Chartists voiced complaints about political economy in general. The political economists differ from the first three groups as critics in that their target was Ricardo, or at least the Ricardian inner circle (James Mill and McCulloch) .
They also differed from one another, of course, but Ricardo was the preeminent thinker, hence the one whose work-whether in the original or as expounded by one of his followers-naturally attracted most attention. The target area of criticism has now therefore narrowed and become more concentrated. No precise definition of the group called "political economists" is possible. During the period 1830 to 1850 there was little university teaching in political economy, and certainly nothing amounting to a distinct professional training.g2 On the other hand, writers on economic questions in the major periodicals (Fraser's, Blackwood's, and the Quarterly, the Westminster and the Edinburgh Review were primarily political journalists. The Political Economy Club was, perhaps, the body most closely identified with the "political economists" in the minds of contemporaries; however, its membership included many who cannot be regarded as having had a scientific interest in political economy. Again, there were some thinkers of merit outside the Club. But we are concerned here only with significant criticisms of Ricardo's method, of the laws of population and diminishing returns, and of his views on value, profits, rent, and gluts. Without establishing the extent of the criticism, the critics among the political economists may be fairly adequately represented by Senior, Perronet Thompson, Malthus, Torrens-all members of the Political Economy Chb-plus Samuel Bailey and Richard Jones. It is not denied that there were other critics of importance-the anti-Ricardian tradition as a whole is a vast subject which has only recently begun to attract the attention it meritsSs3 The purpose here is merely to point out some of the main lines of criticism by economists, taking a small number of writers only, each as an example of typical lines of dissent.
Ricardo's deductive method was attacked by a Cambridge-based group of inductivists which included the political economists Richard Jones and John Cazenove and scientists William Whewell, John Herschel, and Charles Babbage.64 The leaders of this group, Jones and WhewelI, 
Jones (1790-1855) followed Malthus as Professor of political Bonomy
held that the true method of arriving at general axioms was successively to adduce cases, being careful to observe whether, with every extension of data, one's original conception of how the facts could be ordered remained valid or required some modification. The Ricardians, by contrast, were content to generalize from casual observation of the cases immediately available to them, or even from introspection.66 Thus their theory of rent, while deemed by the inductivists to be quite appropriate to the conditions of England, was "to be regarded rather as exceptional than normal, as to the general theory of the subject"; since over much of the world quite different contractual arrangements for renting land, and for furnishing capital to those who actually tilled it, prevailed. Again, while the historical rise in (absolute) rents in England might be ascribed to the operation of the law of diminishing returns, it could equally-and more plausibly, in the opinion of the inductivists-be explained as the effect of applying capital and improved methods of culti-
vation.gs
A somewhat different criticism of Ricardo's theory of rent was made independently by Perronet Thompsone7 and Nassau Senior.6s They argued that rent arises not only because soils of differing fertilities exist but because demand outruns the supply of food which can be produced at a given cost, and price therefore rises above the cost of production.
As early as 1825 Samuel Bailey had insisted that the search for an invariable standard of value, with which Ricardo had been much occupied in his last years, was futile and misguided. His argument was accepted by Torrens, who at famous meetings of the Political Economy Club in 1831 asserted that Bailey had shown decisively how unsound were Ricardo's views on value.69 Torrens himself had elsewhere alleged that Ricardo's theory of profits was defective, since it did not take account of non-wage capitalJO And Malthus had consistently complained against Ricardo that he assumed too easily that there could be no such problem as general overproduction, since the desire to consume would always increase in proportion to the power of purchasing.
Finally, there was criticism of the law of population. Senior, for example, regarded the question of population as one of fact, rather than as one of abstract "tendencies." Hence, while admitting the power of population to increase at a geometric rate, he nevertheless believed that the advance of so many nations from a barbaric to a civilized state constituted conclusive proof that subsistence usually increases more rapidly than numbers. He expressed this view in print and also at a meeting of the Political Economy Club in 1835, where he received support from Tooke, McCulloch, and Torrens, all of whom, it appears, looked at the question from the same purely factual standpoint.'l "Practical eclecticism" at work Towards the end of 1844 Mill discerned a revival of public interest in political economy. This could be traced, he thought, to several causes, "some good, some bad": the agitation of the Anti-Corn Law League, the Chartists' fulminations against property, and the growing awareness, partly through official investigations, of the state of the housing and sanitary conditions of the poor and of the worst effects of the factory system. It was the discussion of these questions that Mill felt stood in need of being rightly dire~fed.'~ Two things were involved. Firstly, Mill wished to remind those being borne along by what he called the "prodigious current . . . of superficial philanthropy" of the underlying reality of economic motivations and of the law of p~pulation.'~ To ignore the disincentive to effort wherever rewards are separated from work (as under the pre-1834 Poor Laws) and to ignore the propensity of the lower classes to procreate up to the limit set by "subsistence" was, Mill thought, to make failure inevitable for schemes designed to relieve the Secondly, M a wanted to rescue from narrow, negative, and inflexible writers of the extreme laissez-faire persuasion "the truths they misapply, and by combining these with other truths to which they are strangers, to deduce conclusions capable of being of some use to the progress of mankind."76 Harriet Martineau, Edward Baines, Jr. (proprietor and editor of the Leeds Mercury), and Thomas Hodgskin (from 1844 to 1856 a leading writer for the London Economist) may be taken as representatives of this group. They not only insisted on carrying laissez-faire to its logical extreme in what they recommended but at least Baines and Hodgskin backed this practice with the imperative of natural law.76 Part of Mill's purpose in writing his treatise in the "positive" manner was to expunge natural order/natural law presuppositions from political economy. On the one hand, therefore, he wanted to reiterate stern necessities, while avoiding the Scylla of "hardheartedness" by clearly demonstrating his concern for the working classes.'' On the other hand, he wanted to show that laissez-faire is inadequate as a precept for all but the preliminary work of pulling down abuses, while avoiding the Charybdis of "sentimentality" by holding b l y to the laws of population and of the production of wealth.7s
Thus Mill hoped to dissociate political economy from much of the criticism which humanitarians had leveled against it, without at the same time alienating economists other than the most doctrinaire advocates of laissez-faire. This middle course was not newly charted by him in 1844; he had been pursuing it since 1830. For example, in a letter to his SaintSmonian friend Gustave D'Eichtal in October 1829, Mill disparaged the English worship of the "idol 'production.' " Yet three years later he told his friend that the Saint-Simonians needed to learn English political economy--especially, we may infer, the Malthusian law.79 Again, Mill agreed with Scrope in 183 1 that the distribution of wealth is fully as important as its amount. But it is not the fault of political economy, he raid, that some political economists consider nothing except the quantity of goods produced. Mill identified himself on this occasion with another group of political economists who acknowledged that policies affecting the happiness of men cannot be decided "exclusively by the considerations which their own subject presents to them."sO
In the Principles we fmd Mill still af€irming that only while "minds are coarse . . . [and] require coarse stimuli" is it desirable "that the energies of mankind should be kept in employment by the struggle for riches"; and insisting also that it is for society to determine what the distribution of wealth shall be, not any laws which are immutable in the same sense as the laws of production. He added, it is true, that the consequences of any chosen distribution follow as certainly as the effects of physical laws.s1 Among the underlying laws of political economy which were to be taken as data was the law of population. But Mill's treatment of this law is remarkable in that he managed to present it as if it were the foundation of all true philanthropy. This view was expressed by him most clearly in a review of h h u r Helps' CZaims of Labour which was written immediately preceding the drafting of the Principles. The important thing, MU argued, was to understand Malthus's law "correctly"; that is, with the stress placed upon the prudential check and on the fact that "in an improving country" the minimum acceptable standard of comfort "has on the whole a tendency to rise." He continued, in words which should be quoted in full:
True, indeed the doctrine teaches this further lesson, that any attempt to produce the same result by other means-any scheme of beneficence which trusts for its moving power to anything but to the influence over the minds and habits of the people, which it either directly aims at, or may happen indirectly to promote-might, for any general effect of a beneficial kind which it can produce, as well be let alone. And, the doctrine being brought thus into conflict with those plans of easy beneficience which accord so well with the inclinations of man, but so ill with the arrangements of nature, we need not wonder that the epithets of "Malthusians" and "Political Economists' are so often considered equivalent to hardhearted, unfeeling, and enemies of the poor;-accusations so far from being true, that no thinkers, of any pretensions to sobriety, cherish such hopeful views of the future social position of labour, or have so long made the permanent increase of its remuneration the turning-point of their political speculations, as those who most broadly acknowledge the doctrine of Malthus.82
The schemes Mill thought would be of general and permanent effect -for example, peasant proprietorship-are well known and do not concern us here. But we may note that those, in particular, which he advocated to improve the lot of the industrial wage laborer involved either cooperation among the laborers themselves or the association of labor and capital. Christian Socialists could be expected to endorse these proposals, and Owenites to endorse the spirit if not the detail of Mill's schemes.
On the other hand, Mill held no anti-property doctrines and made no effort to appease the Chartists. Nor did he try to come to terms with the Oxford Movement or with Carlyle or with the Coleridgians, in any basic sense. He was opposed to the "intuitive" and paternalistic elements in their views, had written his System of Logic precisely to state the canons of proof of non-metaphysical knowledge, and had determined that such elements had no place in a "positive" science of political econ0my.~3
The Principles was, however, well calculated to appeal to the much larger group of critics designated above as "practical men." Mill chose to write in a popular manner. And he set out to make his book one which "while embodying all the abstract science in the completest form yet attained . . . should at the same time be essentially a book of applications exhibiting the principles of the science in the concrete."84
Mill nowhere stated that he was specifically seeking a sympathetic reading by legislators and other "practical men," but there can be traced a change in his attitude towards "practical men" which suggests that he did wish to foster a spirit of cooperation between the economic theorist and the man of affairs. The change is this. In the early 182O's, Mill denounced "practical men" because they themselves despised a knowledge of principles.86 By the early 1830's, however, he was denouncing both mere observation without experimentation (to isolate true causes) and mere theory. We have seen this in Mill's concurrence with Scrope in castigating those who know and apply only political economy. It appears also in the high regard he expressed for men like J.-B. Say. Had he been "a mere political economist," Mill said, he would have been "necessarily a bad one"; since "a subject so 'immersed in matter' (to use the fine expression of Lord Bacon) as a nation's prosperity, must be looked at on many sides in order to be seen rightly even on one."86 Again, in his essay on the method of political economy (1836) Mill spoke of the union of theory and practice which he now considered the best way to guard against error. Ideally, "the anticipations of the philosopher guide the observation of the practical man, and the specific experience of the practical man warns the philosopher when something is to be added to his theory."s7 7 3 s was the attitude Mill brought to the writing of the Principles: he sought to combine the offices of theorist and practical man.88
The Principles, then, was designed, in part, to conciliate the humanitarian opposition to political economy. It was to be written in a way which gave due place to the point of view of "practical men." And it was to be the first work of orthodox political economy which looked beyond laissez-faire to a future cooperative state of society.
These features all stemmed from Mill's desire to impart a "right" direction to applied economic discussion. He also intended to provide an up-to-date statement of the abstract science of political economy.
Here also conciliation was an important part of his goal. Mill held that all the theoretical developments since Ricardo's death could be exhibited as corollaries flowing from that writer's basic principles, explicit allowance being made for different circumstances, hypothetical or actual.89 It was implicit in this approach that some of the alleged errors discovered in Ricardo's work by Thompson, Jones, Senior, Bailey, Torrens, and others were in fact nothing more than their own misunderstandings. Mill treated as such the criticisms by Thompson and Senior of Ricardo's theory of rent, and Torrens's objection to Ricardo's theory of profit, in the series of studies "in continuation and completion of Ricardo's doctrines" which he undertook between 1826 and 1831, several of which were published in 1844 as Essays on Some Unsettled Questions of Political Economy.90 As to genuine differences of principle, Mill had long believed that they arise only where the parties are guided by different conceptions of method-"by different views concerning the nature of the evidence appropriate to the s~bject.''~l Mill's strategy of conciliation, as it affected other political economists, therefore involved either bringing them to see that they had misinterpreted Ricardo or showing that the source of their dissent lay in a method different from his. It should be added that Mill did not want openly to attack as false the views held by his fellow economists. This would have put at risk their acknowledgment of correct views. His strategy, it will be remem- Again, Mill expounded Ricardo's laws of distribution, while accepting Richard Jones's observations on different forms of peasant rent as useful facts, showing the limiting influence of custom on the universalitythough not, within their own sphere, the correctness-of economic principles based upon the supposition of c0mpetition.~3 (3) Thirdly, Mill took over from Edward Gibbon Wakefield the notion that a limited "field of employment" of capital could account for the decline in the rate of profit in advanced nations, though he interpreted it in the sense of limited availability of land of given fertility, entirely rejecting Wakefield's own interpretation, whereby "overinvestment" of capital was identified with a failure of demand and thus made the cause of general (4) Finally, Mill treated similarly Senior's term "abstinence." Senior had spoken of abstinence as "that agent, distinct from labour and the agency of nature, the concurrence of which is necessary to the existence of Capital, and which stands in the same relation to Profit as Labour does to Wages."96 Mill also spoke of profits as "the remuneration of abstinence, ¶ ¶ but he followed Ricardo in insisting that labor productivity is the cause of This example, and the previous one, raise the issue of the internal consistency of Mill's theoretical structure. No attempt is made here to resolve that issue, though a plain implication of "practical eclecticism," if that notion is to be taken seriously, is that a fair assessment of MiLl presupposes giving at least as close attention to the way he used terms and phrases as to their origin.
Not all criticisms could be dealt with by a fuller exposition of Ricardo's doctrines or rendered compatible with them by careful adaptation. For example, the objection by Malthus, Chalmers, Wakefield, and others that Ricardo had neglected possible-indeed actual-general deficiencies in demand, raised questions of method. by these critics, M i l l in effect said, was either not adequate to sustain their contention or could be explained in other ways, suggesting that they had failed to isolate the invariable antecedents of the effects observed. As an example of the former sort of evidence he cited a general fall in prices. A decline in the rate of profit, he said, is an instance of the latter sort: it might be due to a rise in the money wage or to diminishing returns or, if sudden, to an increase in the desire to hold money. But in either case in the long run, as Ricardo had said, goods will not be produced for which there is no demand.Q7
Methodological confusion also lay behind Richard Jones's objection that the law of diminishing returns was not to be observed operating continuously. In the Principles, Mill made it clear that the law is premised on a "given state of agricultural skill and knowledge." He also readily allowed that currently the effects of the law were obscured by the counteracting influence of technical improvements in aghic~lture.~~ A similar acknowledgment was made in respect of the law of population, against which Senior and others had quoted the fact of a progressive rise in the standard of living in civilized nation~.~Q It may be asked whether it was a sufficient answer to the critics to allow that these tendencies might be temporarily counteracted. For it was Jones's belief that the force of diminishing returns rarely outweighs increases in productivity; and Senior, Whately, and Tooke had all argued that subsistence usually increased faster than population. However, Mill himself agreed at least with the latter observation. Moreover, neither Ricardo nor Mill based his acceptance of these two laws on the extent to which their effects might be seen at any particular period or point in time. The laws, they believed, isolated basic physical forces which the will of man could not alter, though he could do much to change the degree to which they impinged on his present and future state of comfort. But unless technical improvements and prudence were in some sense inherent and superior forces, the limited powers of the soil and the infulite capacity of population to increase constituted a sufficient rationale to justify the advocacy of measures to increase productivity and to check population. If these measures were successful, so much the better; but that did not alter the basic constitution of man and nature. Ultimately, therefore, there was no incompatibility between the laws of population and of diminishing returns and the facts cited by Ricardo's critics.loO Thus Mill treated the criticisms by his fellow economists of Ricardo's doctrines as verbal misunderstandings, whether of the doctrines themselves or of Ricardo's method; or as differences traceable to a disagreement on method. We chose to fix his attention on what was good in their opinions, and by explaining more fully the doctrines and the method of Ricardo, he hoped to provide them with the knowledge which would enable them to rectify their views.lO1
The reaction of readers How did Mill fare with the groups he hoped to conciliate? For an answer we are dependent on memoirs, letters, and the current periodicals, and this evidence is, as may be expected, patchy.
In 1845 Sir George Clerk, then vice-president of the Board of Trade, had voiced a scepticism, widely shared by legislators, about the relevance of economic theory when he prefaced a rebuke to John Lewis Ricardo for debating protection in the Commons as a question of principle, with the observation: "how very little abstract discussions are suited to the taste of this House."lo2 Mill's Principles did not dispel all doubts. Nevertheless, it quickly raised him personally to a position of respect, and between 1850 and 1861 he was called upon to give evidence, as an economic "authority," before no less than five Parliamentary Select Committees.lo3 A similar distinction between Mill and political economists in general might be made on the basis of reactions in the three Tory periodicals, many of whose writers before 1848 had expressed both practical and humanitarian objections to political economy. The tone of Blackwoods 1OO.This is not to say either that the laws were consistent with any facts and therefore lacked all empirical content, or that they were so far removed from events that policy could safely be formed without taking them into account. Both points have been discussed in N. B. de Marchi, "The Empirical Content and Longevity of Ricardian Economics," Econornica, n.s. towards political economy did not alter.lo4 Mill's Principles was given a generally favorable review, but more for "the perpetual, earnest, neverforgotten interest, which accompanies the writer throughout, in the great questions at present mooted with respect to the social condition of man" than for the economic doctrines it expounded.lo6 Nor was the Quarterly Review any less sharp in its censure of political economy, though protectionist G. F. Young in 1849 combined a virulent attack on "the delusive theories" of Malthus, McCulloch, and Ricardo with an acknowledgment of Mill as "one of the most philosophical and candid of the modern school of economists" (for his admission that political economy is based on assumed premisses, which it is not pretended are in complete accord with facts) .lo6
A shift of position in relation to political economy is apparent in Fraser's. Two special circumstances may account for this. Firstly, the magazine was bought in 1847 by John William Parker, Mill's publisher. Parker also took over editorial controL107 Not surprisingly, the review of Mill's Principles in Fraser's amounted almost to a panegyric. The reviewer noted the widespread antipathy to political economy and allowed that there may be a reason for this in the "incorrect language, and . . . hasty and inaccurate generalisation" of some economists. However, he dissociated himself from "the large, unthinking, ignorant majority [who] scout every appeal to the authority of political economists," expressed a belief that Mill's work "is destined to dissipate many of the errors . . . began to carry some articles expressing Christian Socialist views.ll0 Kingsley and others of this group thought highly of Mill's Principles, and it is possible that the sympathy of Fraser's towards political economy extended no further than the Christian Socialists' sympathy for Mill's views on the betterment of the condition of the laboring classes.111 Certainly the old criticisms of political economy still found a place in its pages.112
The publication of Mill's Principles did not persuade Dickens that his caricatures of political economists might no longer be appropriate.l13 It will be remembered, however, that he said in 1854 that his satire was "against those who see figures and averages, and nothing else." The last phrase might be taken to imply that he acknowledged the distinction for which Mill contended-that, namely, between mere political economists and men who combine political economy with larger views. A hint of this may be seen, perhaps, in the fact that Dickens expressly placed Charles Knight in a category apart from those whom he satirized, and Even Carlyle, in the midst of expatiating about "dismal science" and "pig philosophy," remarked in 1850 that "Pigs of sense" now see that the unlimited attainability of "Pig's-wash" is a false goal.l16 Carlyle, however, was not directly moved by Mill's conciliatory efforts. The Principles he thought a "very clever book," but compared its many-faceted treatment of its subject to the task of "extracting the cube root in Roman numerals''-an exercise evidently within man's capabilities, but one after all not worth engaging in.lls
Chartism had lost its appeal by 1850. The former "physical force" men differed among themselves as to what form of action should be taken to achieve the political, thence economic independence of the people. Several agreed, as a tactical compromise, to support the cooperative schemes of the Christian Socialists.l17 There is little to suggest, however, that they knew of the similar schemes advocated by Mill, and they continued to attack all political economists, indiscriminately, as purveyors of "Manchester doctrine" and the philosophy of "profit-mongerAn exception was Thornton Hunt, editor of the Leader, who sought to combine Chartist ideals with other socialist views. He had read extensively in political economy and rejected most of what he read; but he also gave his qualified approval to Mill's b00k.l~~ Robert Owen, too, ing."llS noted with approval some of Mill's views (on land and marriage).120 More important, Holyoake at once welcomed the Principles. "It had been held,'' he said, "that the people were made for political economy; but at length political economy [is) being made for the people." M i l l was praised for having spoken of communism "with more geniality than any political economist had done before"; and, the Principles being priced too high for working men, Holyoake undertook to reprint large extracts for the readers of his paper, The Reasoner. tion, how economic laws are to be derived, Whewell maintained his opposition to Mill. A priori predictions, even if checked a posteriori to see if anything was lacking in the initial postulates, are no substitute, Whewell implied, for colligations of facts. "How can we say, with any sound sense or use, that the produce of land increases universally in a diminishing ratio, when we have to allow that there is a principle, which we call 'the progress of civilization,' skill and the like, which may prevent this diminishing ratio for centuries, and during the whole life of a nati0n?"~~3 Scrope, who had supported Jones's method and doctrines in the early 1830's, made no immediate public response to Mill's Principles. Evidently, though, he was not favorably impressed, for in 1873 he published a second edition of his own Principles of Political Economy (1 833), complaining in the preface that he had found Mill's volumes, on perusal, "to reiterate the old fallacies" on population, diminishing returns, andas he, Scrope, understood the implications of Ricardo's theory of profits -the inevitability of antagonism between laborers and ~apita1ists.l~~
The opinions which Bailey and Perronet Thompson may have expressed on Mill's Principles have not survived. However, Senior's opinions are known, since he reviewed Mill's book, together with the Essays on Some Unsettled Questions of Political Economy, for the Edinburgh Review. Senior expressed dissatisfaction with Mill's views on certain practical questions, but his basic criticisms were methodological. Mill in his essay on method of 1836 had argued that the laws of political economy must be built up by reasoning initially upon simple premisses which are true but not necessarily universal. Invariably in any real economic problem, he had said, more than one cause is involved. The influence of the further causes which are relevant must be added successively to the one initially assumed to be acting alone. Finally, the predictions based upon the concurrence of all the relevant causes must be checked in any particular case, both to see if any secondary cause has been overlooked, and to ascertain whether the causes supposed to be the most important are so in fact. Senior objected that Mill's check was inadequate: "the strangeness of the results of an hypothesis gives no warning'' that some condition, more or less important, has been overlooked, since we expect the results of reasoning on assumed premisses to differ from what we observe.l26 Moreover, "a writer who starts from arbitrarily assumed Both these dangers were real, and Mill sought to guard himself against them by insisting that the theorist unite with his own skills those of the practical man. His success in this respect was implicitly acknowledged by Senior when he remarked that the political economy of the Principles is less an hypothetical science than a positive art.127 Ricardo, however, was accused by Senior of having reasoned from assumed premisses as if they were true in fact. Among the examples Senior gave of premisses so used were the assumptions "that rent arises in consequence of the difference between the fertility of the different qualities of land in cultivation," and "that in the progress of population and wealth agricultural labour becomes less and less proportionally productive." Neither assumption, Senior held, is true; and in relation to the latter, he gave it as the true law "that, in the absence of some disturbing cause, political rather than economical . . . the increased demand for food and the increase of population are usually accompanied, or rather preceded, by improvements in production which occasion the increased quantity to be obtained . . . at a less proportionate expense of labour.yy128
Mill had sought to defend Ricardo's theory of rent against Senior, in his 1827 "Dissertation on Rent." Clearly, 'this had not changed Senior's opinion. Nor it seems had Mill's 1836 essay on method or the Principles succeeded in changing Senior's views on the significance of the law of diminishing returns as a positive (as distinct from an abstract) truth. 12Q Mill, in fact, had only one known convert among the political economists, and that not as a result of the Principles. T'orrens, on reading the System of Logic ( 1 843), publicly announced that he had formerly misapprehended Ricardo's method. He proceeded to argue that when due allowance is made for modifying circumstances, strictures such as those made by Jones on Ricardo This survey suggests that Mill realized his conciliatory aims with the Christian Socialists, some of the leading Owenite cooperators, and one influential political economist, Robert Torrens. The small amount of information available of the kind sought-the opinions of the same individuals on political economy before 1848 and on Mill's Privtciples, or political economy in general, shortly after that date-renders the survey an'unreliable guide to the extent of Mill's immediate success. It is reasonable to assume, however, that a known success in conciliating one outstanding individual in any of the groups hostile to political economy (Ricardian or unspecified) represents a larger total success among others in the group whose opinions have not survived.
The conciliation of opponents, however, was not Mill's sole purpose with the Principles. In any case a large minority was already favorably disposed towards political economy. Advanced Whig and radical newspapers such as the Scotsman, the Globe, the Morning Chronicle, the Examiner, the Sun, the True Sun, and the Spectator were generally sympathetic.132 So, too, were the Edinburgh Review and Westminster Review.133 The Anti-Corn Law League from 1838 to 1846 actively promoted specific economic policies of a liberalizing kind. 134 And the Economist, begun in 1843, soon became the chief exponent of the principle of laissez-fai~e.l~~ These organs and the AntirCorn Law League were chiefly concerned with the political uses of economic doctrines. Their doctrines were not always drawn from Ricardo, and their political philosophy was not always of the sort to which Mill felt he could give his unreserved approval. His attitude to doctrinaire exponents of laissez-faire has already been mentioned. He was willing to write for the Edinburgh Review, but he thought it "of a stationary character" in literature and politics: "the most perfect representative of the 18th century to be found in our day."136 And he berated two of its contributors: William Even the Westminster Review, which was at least "on the Movement side," was considered by Mill to have been far too much the instrument of a narrow, negative sect while it was under the influence of his father and of its first two editors, John Bowring ( 1824-32) and Perronet Thompson (1828-36). Just prior to his assuming the proprietorship and editorship (1 837-40) Mill wrote that he hoped "to soften the harder & sterner features of its radicalism and utilitarianism, both of which in the form in which they originally appeared in the Westminster, were part of the inheritance of the 18th century." Mill continued:
with, but the necessary condition of, any true & comprehensive Philosophy. 139 By means of a similar enlargement of view, and judicious balance in the Principles, Mill was able to keep the sympathy of those already welldisposed towards political economy, while maintaining an independent attitude on political and social questions. Thomas Hodgskin of the Economist remarked on Mill's careful assessment of every point of view. Hodgskin's own social philosophy was one of extreme laissez-faire individualism, leading logically to anarchy. His basic premiss in political economy was that natural justice required that each individual should receive the whole produce of his labor. But he rejected intervention by government, philanthropists, and socialists to achieve this desirable end. Mill, he felt, was too much inclined to treat the laws of distribution as if they were solely under man's control and to look too much, in his proposed cures for the ills of society, to a political economy which took for granted the appropriation of property. Despite these basic differences, Hodgskin appreciated the Principles for the fact that "every topic touched on is minutely, carefully, and elaborately treated. The latest information is brought to bear on it; writers of various countries are quoted; different opinions are referred to and noticed; and not only does the work embrace many more topics than other similar works, but they are all examined as if each one were a favourite with the George Grote, Mill's early utilitarian associate, was another who found in the Principles a sufficient defense of competition to satisfy his own strongly laissez-faire leanings. He gave Mill a very favorable review in the Spectator. 141 The reviewer in the Westminster also unconsciously testified to Mill's success in balancing opposing sympathies. He thought the revolutionary government in Paris would appreciate Mill's concern with an improved distribution of wealth; but he was gratified to find that "Mr. Mill . . . separates himself from that class of politicians who have set up in this country as the poor man's patrons, and demolishes the theory upon which their pseudo-philanthropy is f o~n d e d . "~~~ In at least one instance Mill's fairness masked his own view. Francis Bowen, in the North American Review, saw in the Principles "clear Fourierites, the Communists."143
Mill is not entirely to blame for such cases of misinterpretation. The events of 1848, both in Europe and in England, determined that the Principles as a cautious but nonetheless radical attack on the existing arrangements governing property and distribution would be overshadowed in its reception by the Principles as a defense of private rights in property. Mill himself had expected his private opinions on moral and social questions-the third reason for writing the Pritzciples-"to offend and scandalize ten times as many people as they shall please."144 He especially anticipated this to be the reaction to his views on inheritance and bequest. But revolution broke upon Paris two months before the Principles was released, and Kennington Common preceded its publication by a mere two weeks. The turmoil in Europe which had followed the Paris revolution made Mill's admission of possible advantages in socialist schemes pale beside his criticisms. Fraser's spoke of "the fearful scenes lately enacted in France" and favorably contrasted the feeling of "repose" derived from the Principles-as from "a quiet, serene landscape by Claude"-with the mass of controversial and unsettling literature "with which the press has of late years teemed." Senior looked "with terror and pity" on the happenings in Europe and quoted with approval Mill's perception of the tyranny inherent in democratic demands and institutions. Francis Bowen recognized that Mill was "no blind conservative; in &gland, indeed, he must be considered as belonging to 'the extreme left.' " But whereas Bowen dismissed all Communists as "crackbrained speculatists," Mill was, by contrast, "no wild theorist, but [one who] takes sober and comprehensive views," expounded with "great moderation." Even his notions on distribution were "well considered and defensible, however much they may conflict with existing The reactions of two broad classes of readers of Mill's Principles have now been considered: firstly, opponents of political economy or of particular Ricardian doctrines; secondly, those generally sympathetic to the study, but whose laissez-faire philosophy and other political ' and social views Mill did not fully share. Mill consciously sought to show members of the first class that there was no necessary conflict between humane views and political economy and that much of the criticism directed against both Ricardo's doctrines and their supposed implications rested on misunderstanding. He desired to rescue political economy from many in the second class who implicitly identified it simply with laissezfaire policies or Whig political philosophy. In this latter task he took no special care to conceal his own more radical ("socialistic") opinions. But even these appeared mild beside the pronouncements and actions of some of the revolutionaries in Europe, and Mill's work gave no offense on this account.
There remains a third general grouping of individuals who were important to the initial sales success of the Principles, but who also constituted part of the base on which Mill's later authority as a political economist was built. This group is the body of young men who had grown to maturity in an era concerned with the "condition of England question," the "labour question," the Corn Laws, and Ireland's problems. Unlike the readers in the first two classes, these young men were still in the process of acquiring opinions. They desired to understand the nature of social enquiry and social laws and to discover workable solutions to the large problems of the day. Mill's System of Logic and his Principles together supplied a large portion of their needs. At Cambridge the Principles was at once taken up for study and discussion by the Apostles, who included in 1848 Fitzjames Stephen (the brother of Leslie Stephen), E. H. Stanley (later Lord Derby), and Vernon H a r c o~r t . l~~ Leslie Stephen followed his brother at Cambridge and was joined in the early 1850's by a whole group of men, including Henry Fawcett, who "looked to Mill as their great prophet" in philosophy and political econ~r n y . l~~ By the early 1850's also at Oxford Mill was "a classic, both as a logician and as a political economist."148
It is not surprising that Mill enjoyed little success in changing the views of serious political economists who had long held objections to Ricardo's doctrines. Tooke, Senior, Torrens, Jones, and Perronet Thompson had learned their political economy in the 18203, or earlier. the habitual shortcomings of the abstract and "positive" approach to the philosophy of wealth; though he added that "these blemishes have rarely been presented in a form so little calculated to offend those whose conception of life may be cast into a somewhat different form," and he had no hesitation in according Mill a status equal to that of Smith and Ricardo.161
The ingredients of success Mill began writing his Principles in the knowledge that political economy in general was at a discount with a large segment of the public; that some, but not all, of the widespread criticism of economists was directed against the followers of Ricardo; and that among political economists themselves there was little unity and a significant amount of dissent from Ricardo's method and doctrines. Moreover, before the manuscript went to the publishers, the Corn Laws had been repealed. In one important respect, therefore, the applied work of Ricardo's analysis was done. Nonetheless, the Principles, though avowedly Ricardian, won immediate acceptance. We have been occupied with the questions How? and With whom?
Contemporary opinion suggests that the work was appreciated for its humane concern with the problems of the poor and for its acknowledgment that the science of wealth has authority only in a limited sphere: in particular, that distribution and the well-being of individuals are quite as important as the amount of wealth produced and that many counteracting causes must be considered in applying abstract principles. In addition, Mill's earnest concern to find out the truth on every question, and his fairness in examining all points of view, won the respect of readers. Reviewers of the Principles were unanimous in their praise of these qualities-a unanimity all the more striking in view of the fact that the reviews appeared in periodicals reflecting a wide range of political and social attitudes.162 It is equally significant, however, that few of the reviewers agreed with Mill on many of his specific schemes for social reform. And agreement sometimes meant only that Mill's finely balanced statement of pros and cons had been swung by a reviewer in the direction of his own particular preferences. The tone or spirit of the book, as Mill himself appreciated, evidently was more important than much of its detail.ls3
These factors may account, at a popular level, for the wide appeal of the Principles. But one of them-Mill's concern with the "labour question"-probably also went far towards ensuring the ready acceptance of the Principles as an exposition of Ricardian economics. The comments by reviewers on the scientific parts of Mill's treatise were directed largely to the laws of population and of diminishing returns and the way in which these operated, together with other causes, to influence profits, the wages fund, and the rate of wages. Bagehot and Senior criticized Mill for not explaining what proportion of output would be made up of wage goods. Both also felt that he had given insufficient weight to the forces tending to increase productivity.lM But neither they nor other reviewers questioned the relevance of Ricardo's conceptual framework to the question of wages, and this was a question which directly or indirectly occupied as central a place in social and economic discussion in the late 184O's, and in the two decades following, as had the Corn Laws before 1 846.1s6
